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Honorable William ?. Bogers 
Secretary of State 
Wasbingtony D.C. 20^20 

Pear Bill: 

As you know, we have maintained a continuing review within the Depart- 
ment of Defense of U.S. programs and policies regarding chemical 
weapons, as veil as the present capabilities and potential of other 
countries in this field. I l>ave, as a result of that review, now 
concluded that it would be in the security interests of the United 
States to achieve broad international, acceptance of an arms control 
treaty focusing on the prohibition of the production and transfer of 
lethal chemicals for weap^s purposes. 

The following are the central considerations that have led me to this 
view: 



* ^4 



- An agreement such as I propose, which would permit us to 
retain our existing CW stockpiles, would not in any major 
vay affect present U.S. capabilities. 

— Existing fiscal constraints and attitudes in this country 
make it unrealistic for us to plan any substantial expansion 
of our CW program. These constraints and attitudes are 
.likely to continue for the foreseeable future . 

— An international agreement prohibiting the production and 
transfer of lethal chemicals for weapons purposes would 
place similar constraints on other countries. It would 
also help limit the proliferation of significant chemical 
weapons capabilities. 

I am concerned that, in the absence of a U.S. initiative, international 
discussion of prohibitions on chemical weapons will generate increasing 
pressures for far more comprehensive prohibitions — extending to 
stockpiles and research — than would be in the U.S. interest. Early 
United States support for an agreement prohibiting the production and 
transfer of lethal chemicals would, I believe, satisfy legitimate 
demands for concrete chemical arms control steps, while deflecting 
pressures for broader, harmful proposals. 
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Therefore, it seems to me to "be. in the U.S. interest to put forward 
as soon as possible a concrete proposal establishing a basis for 
negotiating a sound arms control step that vould enhance the security 
of the United States. I believe that such an initiative, like tne 
other important decisions regarding chemical and biological weapons . 
taken by this Administration, vould be welcome both at home and. abroad. 

■ The Joint Chiefs of Staff support the views that I have set forth above. 

. In view of ACDA's experience Vith the discussions of chemical weapons 
Control now under way at Geneva, and the various f . V^^nnSl 
which have already been suggested, I think it would be best for ACDA 

take the lead in following up the ideas I have put forward. Specif i- 
c:il^ proposing to Ger^ Lith that ACDA develop ^o^ih^J-^--* ' ^ 

consideration an arms control proposal focusing on the prohioition of 
the production and transfer of lethal chemicals for veapons P^JH^oses . 
• I ti^s? that you will agree with this course of action. The Department 
.of Defense, of course, wishes to work closely with the Department of 
State and ACDA on this matter at all stages, as we did in wor^ins Out 
U.S. proposals for the Biological Weapons Convention and tne Seaoeas 
Treaty. 



Sincerely, 
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In response to yaar 13 August Ecmoranduia, I have read vrf.th care the 

recent CV: study coordinated by ACDA, vhich brought forth all the 
different optiwns available to us in proposing a U.S. initiative at ' =- 
the CCD negotiations carrently underway in Geneva.. I am pleased to 
see that the s\*udy presents a comprehGnsive range of options, several 
of vhich can b^^ useful in aovinfi beyond aar ;jiresent CV/ negotiatir^g 
position. ^ . * • 

As I explained in niy 12 July letter (Tab A) to the Secretary of State, 
.my decision ir in favor of option 2 vmicn proposes a production ban 
OA all lethal a^eiitC:, includL^ 'binaries, end r.o liplt<vtlOTj cn rrescpt 
stockpiles. As I isee this option, it is a realistic proposal that ^ 
has a good chance for acceptance at Geneva. At the same time, the 
proposal vould not now nor in the near future affect present U.S. 
capabilities. 

To penait forrialization of the Joint Ciiiefs of Staff "position, I have 
requested their coiriTiCnts to be subinittcd by 1000 hours, l6 August. 
On receipt, I v/ill forv.'ard the Chair.T.an'c r.eaorandum to you. It 
appears that the JCS position 'vdll favor option 1. This option would 
allovf binary production, nodernization and in;provcment of CV7 stocii- 
piles, and a continuing R£d) progra^i, all considered important to JCS. 
Ho*rfever, it offers very little that could help effect realistic d*7 
restraints. 

In the event that there is no production, JCS appear to be concerned 
priaiarily over the deterioration of the stockpile and the R&D prosram. 
I too, em concerned about these matters but I believe that tlicy can 
be talien care of in a treaty that has a provision for review after 
five or ten years as veil as tnothor provision T:hat v;ould serve as 
an escape clause. Technical measxires can be undertaken within DOD 

y. Ar.ito;0. ii. . " ' ■ ' /"^^-M?^ 
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to prolong the sliclf life of chemical agents, protect our present 
stocl-ipile, and ir.odify plans for phasing out certain delivery systems 
employed at present. Control me.asxires coiild insure a continuing RfiD 
projpraa;. 

Let' we say in closing that prompt action is essential in order to 
table something at the CCD "by eorly September before the possibility 
vanishes of doins anything neaningful in chemical warfare this year. 



Scgnecl 

Attacliraent: (l^ . ^' '-^^•^-i 

Copy of SccDef letter, 

1-356^*0/72, drd. 12 July ' ' 

1972, to SccStatc, Tab A 
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THE JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF 

WASHINGTON. O.C. 20301 



23 January 1973 
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Dr. Vincent V. McRae * 
Office of Science and Technology 

New"^Executive Ofrice Building 
Washington, D.C. 20506^ 

Hear Dr. McRae: 

The OJCS submission of 12 =,g^^|Su«yt'^'' ^° 

reflect the majority, of your comments of 13 January. 

The revised version does>oWBake any adjustment to 
reflect your comments "SSf^^^'^C^ify f^led munitions 

^^^t^^^^ lu^rtionsTith o. 

YX for the fcllov/inc; reasons: 



a. 



'^Such a procedure would be practical 
for the brflk-SgSnt but not for the agent .already 
filled into munitions • 

d. GB and VX are much more effective than mustard. 



L. ■ li^Srirel*- . AUTor-MicvJ-Y uov;:;guad£D at tv-o 




As is indicated, the suranrary paragraph has been . . 

revised to include factual statistics in the event a 
decision is made -to retain the 105 mm howitzer shells. 
I do not consider that this stat«^ent is misleading since 
we are simply stating facts and not attempting to express, 
an opinion as to whether or not the projected stocks 
?eprlse^ a "substantial quantity of high quality stocks". 
This judgrtent involves a number of considerations, among 
them, as you point out, ivhether or not a production ban 
is^A effect and whether or not the binary munitions replace 
the mustard capability. , 

Colonel C. G. Olentine will attend the 10:30 AM meeting 
91 Tinuarv He wiil be prepared to make detailed comments 
In the dra??^;emorandum for Dr! Kissinger and the draft report 
of the ad hoc OST panel. 

Mr. Sanjuan has reviewed .this memo and concurs. 




/j: 'H.'DOYI.lf, J] 
Rear Admiral, USN 
Chief , International 
Negotiations Div., .J-5 



Atch 
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IMPACT DF onsoI;Escr:^:CE on the CTinrVtcAr; wea pons stockpile • • 

1 The life expectancy of the chemical weapons stockpile 
is controlled more by the obsolescence of ^^sfP^Sf^'^^^nr^^n*. 
than by deterioration of the agent xtself . Wi thin current 
plans and directives, the following degradations of. the 
stockpiie will occur: 

" ' a. Bulk" mustard (38:6% of the total stockpile), deputy 
Secret ary of Detens e directed dispell of all bulk mustard 
xyith the exception of 4800 tons which is t° f ^"^ff 

pending procurement of binary munitions. Mustard is less 
effective than the nerve agents, on a weight per unit 
area required for casualty production ^asis, and. has a _ 
hi|h freezing point (8 54&P) and is relatively ineffective 
at lov;er temperatures. • 

b. Mustard in artillery shells (12% of the total stock- 
Dile) . Both the lObmra howitzer and the 4.2 inch inortar ar- 
obsolescent (only ainr.obile, airborne ^^^^^^^^^ 
mi I retain the lOSr^im howitzer capability). 60% of the agent 

^ ! mi is in these calibers.. The limitations of bulk mustar 

j^s^ agent are applicable to the remainder. 

( c GB in bulk (19% of the total stockpile) . About 29% 

V ^ the bulk GB requires redistillation to be us£sful in 

filling aluminum casings (could be used in present form 
^ in steel casings). Remainder is serviceable for all 

% purposes. 

I d. GB in artillery shells (6.2% of the total stockpile) 

S . B^ggd on the obsolescence of the lOSnan howitzer and the 

fact that a number of the l-55mm howitzer shells are 
defective and cannot be used (only airmobile, a^^orne, 
' and marine divisions retain the 105mm howitzer capability) 
54% of the agent fill; will be. of limited, if any, use. 

e GB in rocketsandlwarheads (6:4-% of the total stock- 
oilei " ' All o£ the acent is iiiTe d in the obsolescent 
TONEsi JOmJ and the AsS rocket system. The vast majority 
of the agent is in -the M55 system. There are many opera- 
tional difficulties i*ith.this system which is obsolescent 
ThSs! none of this agent will be delivc ^ble in the 1980s, 
Additionally, the- M55 has an aluminum ^"'^'^^cad, some of 
which will deteriorate. with time because of the jntcractn 
caused by the impure agent used to fill some of them. 

/" / I /' \ — i-"^^ SECIIS* jCGi< iitCL 
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f- GB in aerial bombs (45 of the total stockpile). 
All of "this agent should J&e 'useable for an indefinite 
period of titne* 

g. VX in' bulk' (5,4% of the total stockpile). This agent 
is ser viceable an d should be' useable for an indcfinxte 
peripd of fiime. . * - • 

h. '.VX in artillery shells (3.1% of the total stockpile). 
• Except for a smal-l quantity .filled into defectxve rounds 

^aboSt 2%K thisaglnt should be useful for an indefinite 
period of time* . , ' 

i. VX i n rockets '(1.6% of the total stockpile). This 
entire quantity is filled in the M55 system discussed above 
None of this agent will be deliverable in the 19808. 

i. VX in land mines (1.7% of the total stockpile) .All 
are serviceable. However, under a retaliation only policy; 
there is no employment .concept for these weapons. 

k. VX in sp'rav tanks (2.0% of the total stocVoile). 
These spray tanks have a projected storage life of only 
five years, which expires in 1973 or 1974 It 1= 
known at this time whether the storage can, or will, 

be e.-.tended. (N.B. These tanks are not refillabie.J . 

2 ■ In summary, of the total quantity of agent-filled 
muniUons irthe stockpile (about 37% of the total stockpile) 
less than 40% of it (14% of the total stockpile) will be 
immediately useable during the 1980s. 

3. If the decision were made to retain the 195^,^°"^|^^^ 
rounds (for use by airborne, ^rmobile, and marine divisions) 
then the sunKiary figures in paragraph 2 would be. 

"of the total quantity of agent-filled """i^ions in 
the stockpile (about. 37% of the total stockpile) ,approxi 
mately 54% of it (20% of the total stockpile) will be 
imii\ediately useable during bhe 1980s. 




THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

WASHINGTON 

22 September 1965 



MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT 

General Westmoreland has . requested a reaffirmation of his authority 
to use standard riot control munitions in certain specified combat situa- 
tions in South Vietnam and Ambassador Lodge has supported his request. 
This authority would extend only to lacrimatory agents (tear gas) known 
as CS and CN. Use of nausea-producing agents DM and CN-DM would/ot be 
authorized. . 

The asents would be used primarily to clear tunnels, caves, and under- 
ground shelters in cases where their use will lead to far fewer casualties 
and less loss of life than would the combat alternatives which involve high 
explosive or flame munitions. Of particular importance would be the re- 
duction in casualties to civilians who are inevitably mingled with hostile 

military elements as the result of VC tactics. 

! ' I agree with General Westmoreland that the use of these riot control 

i agents far outweighs disadvantages that may accrue; in fact there is every 

U indication that we may be in for censure if ^i^i^^^^^^^^^^^^^.^^^f ^^^.^ V 

y , . accrue because we didn't use tear gas. The disadvantages to which I refer ^ . 

are the likelihood of some sharp international criticism, spurred by - 

^ - Communist propaganda, of the U.S. Government authorizing the employment \ 

C| of what will inevitably be caUed "poison gas . — 

% ^ Unless you indicate otherwise I wiU reaffirm to General Wheeler 

^ ' the current national approval for use of the riot control agents CS ana 

^ i CN under the combat conditions described above. 



Q> — 
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Secretary Rusk concurs in this recommendation. 



^ If you approve, the Department of State will send a message to ail 

I ' posts informing thei of the decision and providing public affairs guiaance, 



Robert S., McNamara 




See Def Cent Bp. ^" . 
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WASHINGTON 
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Honorable Dean Busk 
Secretary of State 
Washington, D.C. 20^0 

Dear Dean: 

I am attaching for your comments a Defense draft NSAM on the suhject 
of chemical and "biological warfare policy. It has been prepared .in 
response to a State reqju est_for a Defe nse position. 

The draft states that the President does not now expect to author!:: 
first use of lethal CB weapons. With respect to incapacitants, i.z 
reflects the actual situation as it now exists "by stating that tfcr 
President may authorize their use in certain situations of natlcr.3.1 
urgency. In my view, vre should keep this option open until we have 
better information concerning specific incapacitating agents, their 
military effectiveness, and the pollticaJ. consequences of their uj-.-. 
Accordingly, I have asked the memb ers, of my staff to conduct a stu^;. 
on th e role _ of.. incapac itating agents. The results of this stud^' v;l., 
be rpflpc-^<a <q in Tiftv+. YAHT' ^s iDraft Mp:p;tcirB^.dum for th e President or. 
Theater Nuclear Warfare. In the meantime, I believe policy guideli.. 
such as. those in the attached draft l^SAM would be appropriate ar.d 
desirable. 

I share your interest in reaching an early Joint position which v ■ 
can recommend to the President. I would be happy to di scuss the. 
draft policy with you at your convenience, if you wish. 

Sincerely, 



Enclosure 
Draft NSAM 
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HE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

WASHINGTON. P.C. 2030: 
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9 DEC POl^ - 



HEHORAHDUH FOR: '^he Secretary of State 

Assistant to the President for National Security Affairs 
Director, Central Inte) I tgence Agency 

SUBJECT: Chemical V7arfare and Biological Research — Terminology 



I notice that current docuwents of various U.S. Government Agencies 
continue to refer to CBV/, i.e., chemical and biological v/arfare. Such 
terminology, I believe, is seriously misleading and should be stricken 
from our lexicon. 

The misleading aspects inherent in the term, CBW, are twofold: 

. The first reason is that the term does not describe even 
remotely the United States program in the chemical or the 
biological areas. Our programs are best described as 
chemical v/arfare and biological research . The programs 
arc so widely different In terms of ^a) the strategic 
concept, (b) the deterrent value, (c) the tactical aspects 
of retaliation, and (d) the potential positive humaritarian 
dividends that they should be referred to separately. V/e 
do have a retaliatory chemical warfare capability, which 
we hope will have a deterrent capability on prospective 
users of chemical agents. V/e do not^ have a biological 
warfare capability, nor do we plan to have one. We will 
maintain, for defensive purposes, a biological research 
program. 

. The second reason for reacting against the CBW terminology 
is that it connotes a generic interrelationship between the 
chemical and biological fields when, in fact, no such re- ' 
lationship exists. History has shawn the possibility of 
chemical warfare. It Is possible, furthermore, to conceive 
of biological warfare — though, again, the United States 
does not have the capability and proposes no\^^ to produce 
no capability to wage biological v/arfare. It Is virtually 
Impossible, however, to conceive of the circumstances In 
which chemical warfare and biological warfare, in a 
simultaneous or joint way, would be planned for and 
implemented. 




^ Sec Hsi Cont Nr. 



UiiSSIFIED 

2 

While terminology may seem to be a minor point In so:ne cases, 
this is one Instance In V;hich precise terminology is important. I 
vvould hope that in referring to the United States program the term 
chemical warfare and biological research would be used, I would also 
hope that in referring to other nations' programs, or to the general 
field of activity, chemical v/arfarc and biological activities of 
v;hatever nature would be differentiated and treated separately. To do 
otherwise will continue to confuse the American public, our allies, 
our potential adversaries, and even those in our ovm government re- 
sponsible for defense programs. 




/ 

/ 

a 




A 




V 



C/J 

w 

CO 

o 



1 9 FEB 1H71 



Copies to;. 

a" /\\) * THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

' \^ WASHINQTON. O. C. 20301 

EA Honorable William P, Rogers 
I, Secretary of State 

Department of State 

Washington, D.C. 20520 

Dear Bf 11: 

I am unable to concur In the proposed^ memorandum for the President 
which you sent to me on February 2; 1971. calling for the President 
to decide to phase out immediately all herbicide operations in Vietnam. 
The main reasons for my non-concurrence are stated In the attached 
memorandum for the President. 

In view of our position that the use of herbicides in Vietnam is not 
prohibited under the Geneva Protocol, I . do not believe that the 
Senate Foreign Relations Committee or the Senate as a whole would be 
influenced in favor of ratification by our immediate termination of 
the herbicide program. Indeed, herbicides have been used to satisfy 
urgent and legitimate military objectives In Vietnam In accordance 
with our current national policy which was formulated with full aware- 
ness of the provisions of the Geneva Protocol. 

The Protocol, operating as a 'Wf i rst-use" agreement. Is little more 
than an attempt to prevent any belligerent from resorting to the use 
of the prohibited weapons In warfare. Therefore, I believe that the 
President's decision to submit the Protocol to. the Senate was primarily 
dictated by his expectation that ratification would be a useful and 
constructive step for proceeding with negotiations In the Conference 
of the Committee on Disarmament (CCD) In Geneva. These ta lies might 
lead to the effect i ve controls, that the Protocol lacks, over chemical 
and biological agents (Including herbicides). 




es 



The Senate Foreign Relations Comnl ttee should, of coarse, be kept 
advised of our herbicide policy— and in particular, that It sattsfl 
our military objectives within the provisions of the Protocol. We have 
terminated the use of herbicides for crop destruction since this was 
no longer necessary to meet those objectives. They should further 
be advised that efforts at controlling such agents as herbicides or 
riot. control agents (RCAs) should proceed In the form of effective 
arms control agreements at the conference of the CCD. 



Sincerely, 




Attachment 



DOWaCBADSD AT 12 YEAR 
IITTSRVALS: NOT AUTOILITICALLY 
DECLASSIFIED. DCD DIR 5200.10 
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THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

WASHINGTON. O. C. Z030t 

Rogers 



\ 9 FEB 1971 




Honorable WtUIam P. 
Secretary of State 
Department of State 
Washington, O.C. 20520 

Dear BlU: 

I am unable to concur In the proposecK memorandum for the President 
which you sent to me on February 2; 1971, calling for the President 
to decide to phase out Immediately all herbicide operations in Vietnam. 
The main reasons for my non-concurrence are stated in the attached 
memorandum for the President. 

In view of our position that the use of herbicides In Vietnam Is not 
prohibited under the Geneva Protocol, I do not believe that the 
Senate Foreign Relations Committee or the Senate as a whole would be 
influenced In favor of ratification by our immediate termination of • 
the herbicide program. Indeed, herbicides have been used to satisfy 
urgent and legitimate military objectives In Vietnam in accordance 
with our current national policy which was formulated with full aware- 
ness of the provisions of the Geneva Protocol. 

The Protocol, operating as a ''no-f I rst-use" agreement, is little more 
than an attempt to prevent any belligerent from resorting to the use 
of the prohibited weapons In warfare. Therefore, I believe that the 
President's decision to submit the Protocol to. the Senate was primarily 
dictated by his expectation that ratification would be a useful and 
constructive step for proceeding with negotiations In the Conference 
of the Committee on Disarmament (CCD) In Geneva. These talks might 
lead to the effective controls, that the Protocol lacics, over chemical 
and biological agents (including herbicides). 

The Senate Foreign Relations Committee should, of course, be kept 
advised of our herbicide policy— and In particular, that It satisfies 
our military objectives within the provisions of the Protocol. We have 
terminated the use of herbicides for crop destruction since this was 
no longer necessary to meet those objectives. They should further 
be advised that efforts at controlling such agents as herbicides or 
riot. control agents (RCAs) should proceed In the form of effective 
arms control agreements at the conference of the CCD. 

Sincerely, 




I®. 
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DOMGRADED AT 12 YEAR 
INTSRVALS: KOT AUTOILWICALLY 
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b. In terms of negotiating goals, the United States . sihouid 
seek an agree.T.ent that would liait the USSR to a retaliatosr/ 
capability in C'7. 

A production ban, which is a significant factor in 
several proposals in the study, v/ouid effectively eliiainatc 
the capability to maintain a viable retaliatory capaoility. 
Reliance on the cheniical stocks of the vintage and composition 
of the current US stockpile to provide a continuing deterrent 
is unacceptable due to uncertainties concerning their, remaining 
shel'f iife/emoloyment life. The modernization of the current 
stockpile with binary type weapons, the r;iost efficient and ^ 
cost effective of the feasible courses of action, is essentxax 
to a credible retaliatory/deterrent CVJ capability. 

d. VJhile no truly effective and acceptable means of verifying 
a stockoile limit or a production ban exist, the principle ^ 

• OS" shcu"'d be advocated bv the United States. An. obiigation 
to acceot inswection of certain declared facilities would 
appear to have Mrit in the international arena. 

e. A unilateral statement by the United States regarding 
a substantial reduction of US stockpiles independent of , or 

• couT?led with , any other option is not in the US security 
interest. The same applies to a unilateral declaration of • 
a moratorium on production. Such measures would result in 
immediate limitations on US CT capabilities without similar 
restraints on other nations. They would probably remain 
as permanent constraints even if international agreement on 
such measures never materializes. 

4. (TS) Based on the above considerations, the Joint Chiefs 
of Staff believe that a treaty limiting stockpiles to retaliatory' 
levels and prohibiting the transfer of lethal agents for weapons 
purposes would not adversely affect the national security. This 
combination of proposals more nearly reflects the approacn of ^ the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff to a new US treaty initiative forwaraed 
in reference la. The Joint Chiefs of Staff can support a pro- ^ 
posal for a retaliatory/deterrent stockpile limit at approximately 
the current US level, with provision for modernization (binary 
production), accompanied, at least in initial negotiations, by 
a limited OSI requirement at military production centers by 
an international team. 




5 (U) The Joint Chiefs of Staff recoremsnd that you support 

these views ar.d forward thesi to the National Security Counci*. 

■ 

• • r • 

' For the Joint Chiefs of Staff: 





ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
WASHINGTON, D. C. 30301 



wnnunOMMMCMtirr wmm 



5 OCT 1973 



in reply refer to: 
1-25739/73 



KEMORANDUH FOR DIRECTOR, POLITICO-MILITARY AFFAIRS 
DEPARTMENT OF STATE. 

SUBJECT: U.S. Position on. Chemical Weapons Limitation - NSSM 157 M 




is) We have reviewed the State Initiative on chemical weapons 
limitations. Our concern is that we not leave ourselves vulnerable 
to a chemical attack. The Soviets have 'been modernizing their 
forces to a degree that their chemical capability exceeds ours 
both offensively and defensively. Anything we might do to further 
the gap. such as a declaratory statement or a chemical treaty that 
would freeze this imbalance - places the United States at a dis- 
advantage. From a military viewpoint, this would be unacceptable. 

(S) 'We are particularly concerned If actions that we take reduce 
or eliminate our capability to retaliate In kind to a chemical 
attack. Such action would withdraw an important option for the 
President and could require him to face a choice of using nuclear 
weapons in response to a chemical attack or not responding. 

(S) WInlle treaties are desirable, adequate verification provisions 
must be included to insure we are not placed in an unfavorable 
position. The verification problems of a chemical weapons treaty 
have not yet been resolved. 

(S) For these reasons we would have trouble supporting your initiative 
particularly when we have an opportunity to make f .q"^"^""* J"'?P^^ 
forward in modernizing our chemical weapons with binary munitions. 
DOD (OSD and JCS) supports option I of NSSM 157. 

(C) Obviously we would favor any course of action that would show a 
illlingness to negotiate and we would be willing to work closely 
with you on future proposals or initiatives in this area. 



aphe5iO HlTK- 
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THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

WASHINGTON. O. C. 2030t 



% % DEC WO 



HEMORAT^bUM FOR THE PRESIDENT 

SUBJECT: Policy Regarding Use of Herbicides in South Vietnam 



I v/ant to report to you on the continuing actions we are taking, ct 
your direction, to reduce, the use of herbicides in Vietnam and to 
. advise you that nev/ steps v/lll be taken so that there will be strict 
conformance in Vietnam vilth policies governing the use of herbicides 
in the United States; :. : • 

The present ban on tlie use of the. herb icide known as "ORANGE" r.emains 
• in effect, 

« 

Additionally, A-r^bassador Bunker and General Abrams have- advised that 
they are .initiating a program which will permit an orderly, yet 
rapid phase-out of the use of other herbicides while preserving the 
option to retnstitute this program, if necessary, to assure the 
. protection or Ariicrican lives. During the phase-out, the use of 
■'"herbicides in Vietnam will be restricted to remote, unpopulated 

areas or around firebascs and US installations in. a manner c urrent ly . 
)/ authorized in CONUS. • ' 

In short, any herbicides used in Vietnam henceforth will be used only 
*. under conditions v/hich v/ould apply in the United States. 

As a result of new orders to the field, herbicide use in Vietnam will 
be such that the stresses and risks involved are no greater than those 
sustained by the United States population and the United States en- 
vironment in normal peacetime activities, 

I recognize, of course, that there could be some temporary risks to 
our forces as a result of these decisions. Should the niilitarv 
situation change as a result; 3n increase in the cns.-ny level of 
activity, v/e would need, of course, to reassess this policy in 
order to assure the protection of American lives, particularly as 
v/e withdrav/ thousands of additional US military personnel from 
South Vietnam in accordance v/ith your program. 





■ Y ♦ J • * • 





DIRECTOR OF DEFEioE RESEARCH AND ENGINEERCNC 
WASHINGTO.'j. O.C. 2aut 




til 



Honorable Ed\.'ard V,. Brooke 
Uriited States Senate 
Washington, D. C. 20510 

Dear Senator Brooke: 

This letter is in response to your inquiry .of Ilbvember 3rd in vhich 
yoii enclosed a letter froa the Physicians for Social Responsibility, 
of Boston, Mass. I vould like first to ens^/er the specific questions 
applicable to the Department of Defense and then to offer soiTie general 
information. I will repeat the question asked by the Physicians for 
Social Easponsibility and give cy answer to each. 

''X, ' It is our understanding that' the current Army Field 1-knual 
li'l 27-10, The i£W of I-and Warfare, states: "The United . States 
is not a party to any treaty, novr in force, that prohibits or 
restricts the use in warfare of toxic or nontoxic gases, of 
sicoke^or incendiary materials, or of bacteriological warfare.*'* 
this .the caset 

Answer . This is a factual stateEsnt, correctly quoted. 

2. Are* the other branches of the Armed Forces officially 
. . guided by the same stateicent or a siiailar one? 

Ansver : The U. S. Havy, in 10-2, "The Law of Kaval Warfare", 
Section 612 *o, states: 

"The United States is not a party to any treaty now in 
force that prohibits or restricts the use in. warfare of prisonous 
or asphyxiating gases or of bacteriolxsgical weapons . 

"Although the use of such weapons frequently has been con- 
demned by States, including the United States, it remains 
doubtful that, in the absence of a specific restriction established 
by treaty, a State legally is prohibited at present from resorting 
to their use. However, it is clear that the use of a poisonous 
gas or bacteriological weapon cay be considered justified against 
an enemy who first resorts- to the use of these weapons." 
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This statcEsnt applies also to th3 U. S, l-arine Corps. The U. S. 
Air B'orce has no* cocrparable rcsiilsition. In a joint /j:sr/-Ha\-y-l-Iirinc 
Cbrps-Air Fores EeguLation, "ArniicL Forces Doctrine for Chenical and 
Biolosxcal Weapons Emploj-sant and Defense," the statement is made: 

• - "3, Policies 

a. The decision for U. S. Forces to use chedcaL 
and "biological veapons rests with, the President of 
the United States." 

3. In December 19c6 the United States voted in favor'^of a 
• United nations General Assedsly resolution supporting the 
Geneva Protocol of I925. In view of this, shoaia not the 
language of the field iiiaiiual quoted above changed so as 
to emphasize interns-tional restraints on chsnical varfare, 
rather than the lack thereof? v-Till this bs done? 

Answer ;" The restraint on C3 ueapons, and the requisite authority 
for their use is e^rply clear vith the ^i^-iaed Forces. There are 
no current plans for revision of FIA 27-10. 

k & .5. These are, I beUcve, properly' the province of the Depart-c 
of State and the Aims Control and Disaraiaisent Agency. However, you 
should know that ve have been vorl-dns vith ACDA for several year.' i 
study of tlie very difficult technical problera of verification of C3 
diseixiaitent . • ' 

'6. V/hat chemical asents are being used presently in the Viet nor; 

war for enti -personnel, anti-crop, or anti-foliase purposes 2 Do 

the tactical advantages of their use outveish such serious dis- 
.advantages as the veai^ening of international restraints against 

chemical warfare? Will the A-dniriist ration order an end to th-;ir 

use? 

Answer : Ajiti-personnei as^nts used are riot control agents. Tvo 
types have been authorized: CII (chloi'oacetophenone) and CS 
(orthochlorobenzilydene-aiiilononitrile ) . The latter is used £l-.;3ct 
exclusively. 

Anti-crop and anti -foliage agents are the sans. They are: a itixt; 
of the butyl esters of 2,ii-dichlorophenoxyacetic acid and 2,t,5- 
trichloropheno>:yacetic acid, cacodylic acid and a inixture of 
2,k D and Tordon (ii-a22ino-3,5,6-trichlorcpicolinic acid). All hiv- 
been widely used for agricultural purposes in this and other co'.»- 

Ve have repeatedly weighed the pros and cons of using these rater: 
Ve are convinced that their use. is not only rdlitarily advant r - 
but has resulted in saving cany lives asang civiUans as well cr : 
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- our ovm and our adversaries' liilitary forces. For these reasons 
ve have no intention of discontinuing their use. 

It hardly seeas to ne that the U» S. position on cheniical and biological 
varfare is aznbiG'^ous. Cur policy was stated fortbrightly by President 
Kobsevelt during Uorld ^-'ar II. It vas honored by President Tr^unan, it 
vas reiterated by President EissniioTrer, and it has been repeated publicly 
by many spoliesnien of the present admnist ration. These include Secretaries 
Risk and Kcibisara as veil as Anibacsadors Goldberg and Nabrit. An e:cplicit 
stateaisnt of the U. position vas riade last February by Deputy Secret Eiry 
of Defense Cyrus Vance in testimony before the Disaancajzent Subcoaaittec of 
the Senate Foreign delations Coinniittee . He said: 
■• ' ' 

"The Departrusnt of Defense has consistently supported 
measures aicied at achieving limitations on Ciieisic&l and 
biological weapons. 

"The proposal for general and coinplete disan-jsinsnt tabled 
by the United States at the l6-Ilation Disaraaiasnt Coniinittee 
in Geneva states as an objective of our Goverziment the 
elimination of all stock-piles of cheniical and biological 
weapons and tho elimination- of all iseans of delivery of 
weapons of mass destruction. 

"We supported the United States affirmative vote in the 
United Kations General Assecibly last December on a resolution 
calling on all nations to observe the principles and objectives 
of the Geneva protocol of 1925 • ^fe have observed these princi- 
ples consistently since 1923, although the United States, as 
you know, did not ratify the Geneva protocol. 

"We have consistently continued our de facto limitations on 
the use of chord. cal and biological weapons. \1q have never 
used biological weapons. have not used lethal gases since 
Vbrld V/ar I ejid it is against our policy to -Initiate their use. 
Ve have used riot- control agents in Vietnam - agents siiailar 
to those used by police forces throughout the world. Ve have 
also used herbicides to destroy vegetation and crops in Vietnam* 

"I have Indicated that we seek international understandings to 
Unit cheaical and biological warfare and that we have not used 
weapons of the sort condeancd by the Geneva protocol. I should 
also point out that we have at the sase tise laaintained an active 
cbeialcal and biological program* In the last few years we have 
placed increasing emphasis on defensive concepts and nateriel. 
As long as other nations, such as the Soviet Union, naintain 
large program, we believe ve mst riaintaln our defensive sind 
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MEMORANDUM FOIi CORRESPONDEi^Sfr;-^ W August 9?l 969 

Secr^ary of Defense Melvin R/ Laird today issued the following statemc 
in response to queries about the Dop position bn tlie pending Mcfotyrb ' 
amendment. 

^ On assuming the office of Secretary of. Defense in January. ; became 
concerne d with the management and control of our chemical warfare . ' 
. and biological research programs . I felt that improvements wb re 

needed in the management and control of these programs. That is why 
in April I .requested and the President ordered a National Security ' 
Council study of these matters. This study is in progress. " 

• -^SIlgingJhe_compIetion of the Ngr^ it Prudent 

. ^*^-Ye-%ctJoir^^ 

to improve the management and control of chemical warfare and biological 
research programs, ■. 
. . ■ Members of my staff, principally Dr. John S. Foster/ Jr.. * V 
JXrector of Research and Engineering, have been working in recent ' 
days with Senator Thomas J. Mclntyre of New Hampshire, and with ' 
o^er members of the Senate Armed Services Committee; on a revised . ' 
-amendment to the pending Defense Authorization Bill, ' • > 

I am in agreement with the goals of the new amendment, which 
the Senate is scheduled to consider on Monday, . ' 

I believe this revised amendment will allow us to maintain our 
chemical warfare deterrent and our biological research program both of 
which are essential'to national security. -. . * ' 



The history of the use of lethal chemical warfare agents has , 

demonstrated on three notable occasions in this century that the only 

time military forces have used these weapons is when the opposing 

• -I • . " ./-♦^ • . . " . 

forces had no immediate capability to deter or to retaliate. This was 

true early in World War I, later in Ethopia and more recently in Yemen. 
Clearly, failure to maintain an effective chemical warfare deterrent 
would endanger national security. ' * 

Becaus.e it would not always be possible to determine the origin 
•of attack by biological agents, the deterrent aspects of biological research 
are not as sharply defined. A continued biological research program, 
however, is vital on two other major counts. 

. '. First, we must strengthen our protective capabilities in such 
areas as vaccines and therapy. '.^ . 

Secondly, we must minimize the dangers of technolagical surprise. 
It Is important that the American people be informed of why we 
• must continue to maintain our chemical deterrent,, conduct biological 
research, and how' we propose to improve the management and control ^ - 
of these programs. ' . - •. 



